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The Congress normally authorizes »ilitary construction
projects in annual ccustruction authorizations acts and fimances
thea in construction appropriation acts. Tc proviGge for
unforeseen circumstances creating an urgent need for
construction, Congress has eracted legislation peraitting the
military services to initiate projectc costing no more than
$400,000 without congressional approval. Pin2ings/Corclusions:
The Departament of Defense (DOD) is viclating the spirit and
purpose of the lav in the performance c¢f minor .onstruction
projects. DOD and the services are aishandling project
development, approval, funding, and executicn by permitting
incremental construction. The most prevalent questicmnable
practice is dividing a project's funding or constructioan to
avoid funding limitations. A 1977 amendment to the legislation
makes it clear that a project should not be defined in such a
way as to enable such acts to be funded from various sources and
“project splitting™ tc be used to avoid the prescrited monetary
constrzints. Nevertheless, the nev legislative language is
comparable to language already in DOD regulaticns vhich has beern
lossely interpreted by officials to allov completion of
construction projects beyond that contemplated by ainor
construction authority. Clear adaministrative guidance, command
eapkasis, and a strong and continuing internal audit program are
necessary if past practices are to be halted. (RRS)
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The Department of Defense is authorized to
acquire, construct, convert, extend, and in-
stall permanent or temporary facilities ur-
gently needed. Lega! authority limits each
project to one-time funding and establishes
dollar limits based on project size.

However, serious and lopg-standing deviations
from the spirit and purpose of the faw con-
tinue. GAO reviswed projects at 10 instalia-
tions and found that most were performed
contrary to the spirit and purpose of the law.

Recent revisions to the law (10 U.S.C. 2674)
are unlikely to correct the problems because
the revisions incorporate already existing
DOD program guidance, and DOD’s record of
effecting compliance with that guidance has
been weak.
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

LOGISTICS AND COMMUNICATIONS
DIVISION

B-133316

" . Honcrable
The Secretary of Defense

Dear Mr, Secretary:

This is our report on questionable practices of the
military minor construction prograw. The report discusses
the long-standing abuse of the spirit and purpose of the
Statute authorizing your Department to acquire, construct,
convert, extend, and install facilities within certain
limits.

In view of the recent congressional consideration and
amendment of the statute, this report does not contain re-
commendations. The repcrt should, however, be of particular
interest to you in relztion to the fiscal year 1978 Military
Construction Authorization Act Conference Repori:, which re-
quires you to report on the Department's plans for implement-
ing the revisions with your 1979 budget report to the Armed
Services Committees.

We are sending copies of this report to the Chairmen of
the Subcommittee on Military Construction, House Committee
on Appropriations; the House Committee on Government Opera-
tions; the Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facili-
ties, House Committee on Arned Services; the Subcommittee
on Military Construction and Stockpiles, Senate Committee on
Armed Services; the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs;
and the Subcommittee on Military Construction, Senate Committee
on Appropriations. Copies are also being sent to your Assistant
for Audit Reports and the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force.

Sincerely yours,

red J. Shafer
Director



GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE QUESTIONABLE PRACTICES OF THE
REPORT TO THE MILITARY MINOR CONSTRUCTION
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE PROGRAM

DIGEST
The Department of Defense is authorized to
acquire, construct, convert, extend, and
install permanent or temporary facilities
known as minor construction projects that
are urgently needed and do not exceed staty-
tory cost limits., A lump sum is included
in the annual military construction appro-
Priations for these projects. Repair and
maintenance funds also may be used for
minor construction. Amendments to the
law, effective October l, 1978, will re-
move or revise some of the statutory re-
quirements of the prugram.

The basic guestion is: What is a project?
GAO and Defense officials have differed on
a definition. According to DOD's inter-
pretction, a minor construction project
seems to provide an opportunity to avoid
statutory funding limitations by splitting
projects.

Currently, principal statutory conditions
ror using minor construction funds are:

-=-Urgency; i.e., an unforeseen require-
ment that cannot await inclusion in
later military construction programs
(exceptions are projects whose costs
will be offset by resultant
operating savings within a 3-year
period and projects that can be per-
formed under the authority of base
commanders),

--No more than one allotment per
project.

--Funding approval within DOD of
$75,000 or less by base commanders,
from $75,001 to $200,000 by service
Secretarias, and from $200,001 to
the maximum $400,000 by the Secre-
tary cf Defense.

Tear S‘Pﬂ Upon removal. the report
cover date should be noted »ereon. i
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In 1961 GAO reported to the Congress on
the programing and financing of selected
facilities constructed at Army, Navy, and
Air Fcrce installations. Among the prob-
lems discussed were violations of 10 U.S.C.
2674 in the use of operation and mainten-
ance funds to construct an Army airfield.
(See p. 2.)

In response to a congressional request,

GAO issued four reports in 1964, which
questioned (1) justifications of urgency,
(2) use of operation and maintenance funds
for alteration and conversion of facilities,
(3) division of projects to avoid the statu-
tory limitation, and (4) use of operation
and maintenance funds for corstruction.

GAO recommended that the Secretary of
Defense take action to strengthen imple-
menting regulaticns.

In letters to the Secretaries of the Air
Force and the Navy in 1977, GAO questioned
the planned use of milita:y construction
funds in two cases. In t1ie Air Force case,
GAO advised the Secretary that it wouléd
take exception to any exp:nditures for that
purpose. (See p. 3.)

Serious and long-standing deviations from
the spirit and purpose of the law continue.
Most of the minor construction projects
reviewed at 10 military installations were
perfcrmed in a manner coatrary to that
spirit and purpose. (See p. 6. and

app. II.)

The most prevalent questionable practice
was dividing a project's financing or
construction into increments to avoid the
funding limitations. This was accomplished
by

-=-dividing the financing of a project
bztween two or more appropriation
sources,

--splitting a project into two or
more projects using the same type
of appropriation for each, or



--reducing the scope of a project to
remain under the cost iimitations
and deferring or canceling the por-
tion deleted.

Examples follow.

--To support the assignmen. of tha
F-15 aircraft, an Air Force base
needed about $5 million for con-
struction of facilities. The
Congress approved about $4 million
through the normal military con-
struction approval process, but
$837,200 in construction was accom-
plished through 10 minor construc-
tion projects (3 financed with
military construction funds and 7
with operation and maintenance
funds) without congressional review
and approval. Under criteria set
forth in the law and DOD and Air
Force imp’ementing regqulations, GAO
Lelieves these 10 projects should
have been one project, (See pp. 7-9.)

~-The construction of a reception
center complex at an Air Force base
was divided into three projects.
Base officials advised their
superiors that certain features were
eliminated from the initial project
tn keep it under the then $50,000
local statutory approval limitation
(now $75,000). The two additional
projects were later approved to
provide the features. (See p. 9-12.)

GAO believes there have been chronic abuses
for many years of the minor construction
fund authority. The lancuage of the 1977
amendment to the legislation makes it clear
tha: a "project" should not be defined in
such a way as to enable such construction
to be funded from various sources and pro-
ject splitting vo avoid the prescribed
monetary constraints.

Nevertheless, the new legislative languagjye

is comparable to the language already in
DOD regulations. This administrative

iii



language has been so loosely interprested
by officials at various locations within
DO as to rezult in the ultimate comple-
tion of construction projects of such a
cost or nature as to be, in GAO's opinion,
beyond what was contemplated by minor
conatruction authority.

GAU helieves that clear administrative guid-
ance, command emphasis, and a strong and
continuing internal audit program--by the
services' and DOD's internal audit organ-
izations-~will be necessary if past prac-
tices are to be stopped.

AGENCY COMMENTS

DOD advised GAC that the problems discussed
in thig report had been eliminated by new
guidelines issued in November 1975 and by
the new program authority enacted bv the
Congress in Rugust 1977. (See p. 24.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT ION

The Cungress ncrmally authorizes military construction
pProjects in annual -onstruction authorization acts and
finances them in cCastruction appiopriation acts.

To provide for unforeseen circumstances creating an
urgent requirement for construction, the Congress enacted
legislation permitting the military services to initiate
Projects costing no more than $400,000 without congressional
approval. Public Law 84-968, August 3, 1956 (10 u.s.c.
2674), authorizes the expenditure of military construction
Oor cperation and maintenance funds for such projects.

- Pursuant to iaw, the S8ecretary of Defense may authorize
the Secretary of a military department to acquire, construct,
convert, exten?® and iistall permanent or temporary facili-
ties that are « ‘gently needed and ant otherwise authorized
by law. The Se.retary has issued a directive implementing
pProgram controls as follows:

=~Use of military construction funds is limited to a
total of $400,000 per project ($30C,000 prior to
October 1975).

~-Use of operation and maintenance funds is limited to
a total of $75,000 per project ($50,000 prior to
October 1975).

--A determination of project urgency is required for
projects costing over $75,000 ($50,000 prior to
Octcber 1975).

-=-A project can be approved without a determination of
urgency if resultant operation and maintenance
savings exceed its cost within 3 years of completicn.

--Use of funds to incrementally accomplish a projecc
is prohibited.

--Project approval levels are based on specified
funding levels,

$75,000 or iess - local
More than $75,000 - Secretary of t+the Service
More than $200,000 - Secretary of Defense

[ ol



PRIOR GAO REPORTS ON MINOR CONSTRUCTION

In January 1961 we reported to the Congress on the
programing and financing of selected facilities constructed
at Army, Navy, and Air Force installations. A portion of
tnis report dealt with violations in the use of operation
and maintenance funds under 10 U.S.C. 2674 in the construc-~
tion of an Army airfield. Subsequent congressional hearings
expanded upon the report's findings.

The Houase Committee on Government Operations requested
in November 1963 that we review pertinent Department of
Defense (DO)) directives and instructions and the imple-
menting regulations of the three military departments
relating to minor construction and that we determine the
effectiveness of relate. accounting and fiscal controls.
During 1264 we issued several reports to the Committee on
various categories of projects that appeared to have been
undertake¢n in a manner to avoid the congressional controls
intended by the provisions of the law. These reports
guestioned:

--Using operation and maintenance funds for alteration
and cunversion of facilities (B-133316, July 21,
1964).

--Justifying construction on the basis of urgency
(B-133316, July 20, 1964).

--Dividing projects to avoid the appearance of vio-
lating the statutory limitations (B-133316, August
S, 1964).

--Using operation and maintenance funds for completion
or substantial replacement of facilities (B-133316,
August 18, 1964).

The reports recommended that the Secretary of Defense

--revise instructions to eliminate the potential for
abuse and

--provide for adequate consideration of nonurgent
projects in the annual military construction programs.

In fiscal year 1978 DOD requested $78,500,000 for
minor construction. The funding is supplemented, for pro-
jects under $75,000, by funds obtained from operation and
maintenance appropriations. We did not determine the
amount of such funds used.



In April 1977 we reported toc several Members of
Congress «n the estimated costs and other factors involved
in consolidatinyg three Air Force laboratories at Brooks Air
Force Base, Texas. We questioned the proposed use of minor
military construction funds for building modifications and
other construction work needed at Brooks because urgency
was not substantiated, related requiremeats were divided
into several projects, and some construction requirements
were deleted to keep the work under cost linits. On April
28, 1977, we informed the Secretary of the Air Force that,
if the planned construction continued without congressional
approval, we would take exception to any expenditure for
the consolidation pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 71.

In a June 1977 letter to the Secretary of the Navy, we
questioned an apparently similar situation at the Patuxent
River Naval Air Station, Maryland, in connection with the
planned consolidation there of Navy depot management func-
tions.

On August 3, 1977, the Secretary of the Navy informed
us that the work programing discussed in our June 23, 1977,
letter was questionable since the work is for similar pur-
poses in similar real property facilities. He stated that
the work would be consolidated under one project.

During our review the Congress amended the provisions
of the law, effective October 1, 1978, to eliminate the
requirement that minor construction projects meet a test
of urgency. The amendment also increased the cost limita-
tions to:

1. Provide for projects costing not more than
$500,000 in lieu of the previous $400,000.

2. Revise approval levels as follows,

--the Secretary of Defense would approve projects
costing more than $400,000, and

--the Secretary of a military department would
approve projects costing more than $300,000 anrd

--operation and maintenance funds would be used
for projects of less than $100,000.

3. Require prenotification to the Senate and House
Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations
at least 30 days before any funds are obligated
for a project approved costing more than $300,000.



The amendment also provides guidance on what the Con-
gress believes should constitute a project under the stat-
ute. A project is defined as a single undertaking which
includes all construction work, land acquisition, and
equipment installation necessary to (1) accomplish a specif-
ic purpose and (2) produce a complete and usable facility
or a complete and usable improvement to an existing facili-
ty.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We made our review at three Army, three Navy, ore
Marine Corps, and three Air Force installations in the
United States. (See p. 6.) We reviewed a total of 125
minor construction projects selected from the installations'
planned, in-process, or completed projects.

We revie.ed applicable DCD and service instructions,
regulations, and directives; project files; and internal
audit work. 1In addition, we visited the project sites and
discussed the projects with responsible officials.

Our review was directed at determining (1) the appro-
priateness of each project's compliance with the applicable
provisions of the law and implementing regulations, (2) the
timeliness of each project's accomplishment, (3) the ade-
quacy of the governing DOD and service directives, and
(4) the responsiveness of internal controls, particularly
internal audits.



CHAPTER 2

MINOR CONSTRUCTICN PROJECTS VIOLATE INTENT

OF STATUTORY PROVISIONS

The Department of Defense is violating the spirit and
purpose of the law in the performmnce of minor construction
projects. We found numerous minor construction projects
that were accomplished on the premise thevy were authorized
under the law even though they did not comply with the
requirements. Contxary to the processes established to
control the extent of military constcruction, the Congress
had not reviewed or approved the projects.

DOD and the services are mishandling project develop-
ment, approval, funding, and execution by permitting incre-
mental construction. Furthermore, they have not taken
effective action toc correct program weaknesses identified
by their own internal controls.

The following table shows, by installation, the total
number of projects (125) reviewed and the number (101) per-
formed contrary to the spirit and purpose of the law. Each
of the 101 deficient projects is listed in appendix II.

In commenting on a draft of this report, DOD stated
that the projects indicated in appendix II as deficient and
not discussed in the report should be deleted since ocur
rationale for describing them as deficient was not provided.
DOD also stated that the material in the following table
should be presented so as to accurately portray the magni-
tude of the alleged abuses when compared with all construc-
tion at the installations during the same period.

We believe that the information presented in appendix
1I, while not presenting the deficiencies in detail, does
provide an indication of the deficiency. For example, the
primary deficiency identified was incremental construction
whose forms appendix II illustrates by the (1) timing of
multiple project starts; i.e., consecutive project numbers,
(2) type of work; i.e., identical or similar project titles,
or (3) location of work; i.e., building numters.

DOD's comments on the accurate portrayal of the magni-
tude of alleged abuses at an installation would require a
statisticaily valid sampling or a review of the entire
program workload. We made no attempt to measure the magni-
tude of the abuses, and therefore, as indicated in the
{ootnote to the itable, we did not employ a statistically
valid sampling technique. Further, to include in the table



the total number of projects accomplished at an installa-
tion within the same period would not present an accurate
picture of the magnitude of the abuse without a detailed
review of each project to determine the total number of
projects abusing the statute. We did not undertake such a
detailed review, and we are not projecting that a certain
percentage of the projects abuse statutory authority. We
do believe that the information presented indicates that
abuse of the spirit and purpose of the statute continues.

Summary of Projects Reviewed and Projects
Contrary to Spirit and Purpose of the Law

Projects Projects contrary
Installation reviewed to 10 U.S.C. 2674
(note a) :
Army:
Fort Bragg, N.C. 12 11
Fort Campbell, Ky. 10 7
Fort Lee, Va. 14 3
Navy:
Miramar Naval Air
Station. calif. b/7 b/6
Naval Air Station,
Norfolk, Vva. 12 7

Naval Regional Medical
Center, San Diego, ‘
Calif. 7 7
Marine Corps:
Camp Lejeune, N.C. 16 16
Air Fcrce:

Edwards Air Force

Base, Calif. 6 6
Langley Air Force
Base, Va, 22 20
Wright-Patterson Air
Force Base, Chio 1s 18
Totals 125 c/101

a/ Projects reviewed wers selected at the auditor's dis-
Cretion. A projection of the results of the tests to
the entire program is not statistically valid.

b/ Total does not include 10 related bachelor enlisted
quarters modernization projects identified during our
eview, of which 9 represented deficiencies.

/ See appendix II.



AVOIDING FUNDING LIMITATIONS

The most prevalent deviation from the spirit and pur-
pose of the provisions of the law was the practice of con-
structing a project in increments to avoid the statutory
funding limitations. This weas accomplished by

—--dividing the financing of a pProject between two or
more appropriation sources,

--splitting a project into two or more projects using
the same type of appropriation for each, or

--reducing the scope of a project to remain undier the
cost limitations and deferring or canceling the
portion deleted.

These practices are illustrated by the projects discussed
below.

Incremental constructiorn
to support the F-15 mission

In March 1974 Air Force Headquarters notified Langley
Air Force Base that F-15 aircraft would Le assigned to the
base. Langley officials, however, were aware of the poten-
tial mission as early as October 1973, when the base and the
Tactical Air Command conducted a survey to determine
Lengley's requirements to support the F-15. In fact,
certain requirements identified during the survey were
submitted as majoir ccastruction projec:s during that month.
Others, primarily minor construction, were submitted
between August 1974 and January 1975.
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The construction proiects (6 major and 10 minor) were
funded from military construction and operation and main-
tenance appropriations.

In financing and subdividing this construction, the
Tactical Air Command followed its usual procedures for a
major weapons system. That is, the estimated time when a
facility woulcd be needed and the estimated cost of tho con-~
struction were used to establish the type of funding for
the projects. All projects were funded from major military
construction funds except (1) those costing $50,000 or less,
for which operation and mairtenance funds werc used and
(2) those needed in less thsn 18 months and costing between
$50,000 and $300,000r for which minor military construction
funds were used.

These procedures are contrary to an Air Force regula-
tion, which states that all minor construction work of the
same type required for two or more similar real property
facilicies at the same installation will be combined into
a single project. Three of the minor construction projects
met this criteria.

Air Force regulations also state that planned incre-
mental construction with minor construction funds of a new
interdependent group, or complex, of facilities serving a
single operational purpose is not permissible without
approval of Headquarters. The regqulation further states
that all construction requirements, which are generated by
*he same circumstances or events; which are associated with
the same use of a facility or part thereof or with similax
facilities; and which are kncwn to exist at the time a
minor construction project is proposed, should be satisfied
at the same time.

Because all 16 projects were needed to support the F-15
mission at Langley, we believe the 10 minor construction
projects should have been combined into a single project.

As the total cost of the 10 projects ($837,200) would have
exceeded the statutory limitations for a minor construction
project, all construction requirements should have been
submitted for congressional review.

Construction of a visitor rece tion
center divided into three projects

The replacement of the visitor reception center compliex
at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base was divided into, and
funded as, three projects. The estimated cost of these
projects was $123,500, and the actual cost was $100,221,



These projects were justified on the basis that the
old visitor reception center did not present a proper Air
Force image to the many visitors at the base. The work was
divided and incrementally constructed so the cost of each
increment would be under the $50,000 statutory limitation.

Project 288-4 to construct the new building was
approved in August 1973. Work began in July 1974 and was
completed in April 1875. The principal work included

--constructing a new wood frame building, 66 feet by
29 feet and 4 inches,

--installing electrical wiring,
--roughing in for future fixtures,

--installing insulation on pipes for hot and =old
water, and

--installing heaters.

Designs for this project included several items which
were not in the contract. These items were added later by
projects 59-5 and 326-4. Some of the added items were

-~-installation of fixtures, such as a water closet,

urinal, lavatory, electric water cooler, and hot
water heater,

--installation of recessed fluorescent lights and
acoustical ceiling,

--painting and staining building interior and exterior,

--removal of the existing building,

--installation of air conditioning, and

--irstallation of viny! floor covering.

Project 326-4 was proposed in March 1974. The work
was started in July 1975 and was completed in May 1976.
Therefore, the work began after the new building was
completed. The principal work included

--air conditioning,

--demolition of the old building and removal of the
curb and pavement,

10



--construction of a gatehouse through which pedestrians
would enter the area, which was required after the
old building was demolished, and

--landscaping in the plaza area, including planting
trees and shrubs.

Project 59-5 was proposed in June 1974. Work on this
project started in September 1974 and was accomplished
concurrently with project 288-4. The principal work
included

--installation of fixtures, such as the water closet,
lavatory, and water heater,

--installation of a suspended acoustical ceiling and
recessed fluorescent lighting,

-~-installation of a vinyl floor,
--installation of electric duct heaters, and

--painting and staining the interior and exterior of
the building.

The Air Force manual for minor construction projects
states, in part, that:

"All construction requirements which are generated
by the same circumstances or events; which associ-
ate with the same use of a facility or part there-
of, or similar facilities, and which are known to

exist at the time a minor construction project is

proposed should be satisfied at the same time,"

Because the three projects conform to the provisions
quoted above, the total requirements should have been sub-
mitted as one project for approval. Since the total
estimated cost was $123,500, the single project should have
been submitted to a higher command for approval. We believe
the work was subdivided solely for the purpose of project
approval.

These projects had also been selected for review by
the hir Force Audit Agency. It concluded that the visitor
reception center was incrementally planned and constructed
and that this method of handling had the effect of avoiding
authorization limitations, in violation of Air Force policy.
This finding was not promptly reported to higher head-
quarters as required by Air Force Regulations. At the time
of our visit, local officials had no immeaiate plans to

11



report the Audit Agency's findings,

In March 1976 local engineering officials, responding
to the Air Force Audit Agency report, advised their comp-
troller that gsome desirable features were intentionally
eliminated to keep project 288-4 under the $50,000 statu-
tory limit. Also in March, the comptroller provided this
information to the Aeronautical Systems Division Vice
Commander.

Bachelor enlisted quarters
modernized in increments

On June 29, 1971, Miram~r Naval Air -Station submitted
a request to modernize 13 o: s 18 BEQ buildings. Miramar
requested that the work be - oumplished by self-help using
Seabee labor. Although specific work was not identified in
the request, other documents indicated that it included
partitioning the BEQs into 1-, 2-, and 3-man rooms. A
$120,000 job order for the w_rk was issued on June 30, 1971.

Two months after submitting the self-help work request,
Miramar submitted a $3.4 million project (later increased
to $4.2 million) to be funded as major military construc-
tion for modernization to complement the partitioning of
the BEQs. The project included acoustical ceilings,
carpeting, electrical improvements, new lighting fixtures,
toilet stall doors, built-in wardrobes, and other improve-
ments for all 18 BEQ buildings.

The Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet, required that
the modernization project meet new construction standairds
for living space. Miramar determined that the cost to
meet those standards would exceed 75 percent of replacement
cost, a limit that would require strong justification.

Faced with the possible cancellation of the project, Miramar
prepared the foliowing minor construction projects.

Project Estimated
number Descripticn cost
c8-72 Electrical improvements $48,000

(11 BEQs)
c9-72 Carpeting (8 BEQs) 46,200
c10-72 Install and paint toilet stall

doors (18 BEQs) 49,500
Cl1l-72 Install suspended ceilings

(8 BEQs) 50,000
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These prcjects were submitted to the Naval Facilities
Engineering Command, Western Division, for funding under
the "Project Volunteer" self-help program.

The electrical improvements and the installation of
suspended ceilings were tc be accomplished through self-
help; and installing the carpeting and toilet stall doors
and painting were to be contracted for.

On June 2, 1972, the Naval fuzilities Command's
Western Division axpressed concern that the four projects
violated Navy Instructions in that

--each project was not complete in itself and

--together, they exceeded the $50,000 minor construc-
tion limitation.

Consequently, Miramar reclassified three ¢f the projects
as repair. All four projects were subsequently approved.

Project Alount
number Description approved
R4-72 Electrical improvements (repair) $48,000
R3-72 Carpeting (repair) : 46,200
R5-72 Install and paint toilet stall

doors (repair) 49,500
Cl1-72 Suspended ceilings (minor

ccnstruction) 50,000

In January 1973 the Commander in Chier, Pacific Fleet,
directed Miramar to submit under the military construction
program a $3.155 million project to construct a new BEQ
in lieu of the previously proposed Military Construction
Program BEQ modernization. An economic analysis of the
modernization project had determined that the cost of
renovating the old barracks to meet the new standards
would approximate new construction without eliminating
numerous undesirable design features. In response, Miramar
submitted a Military Construction Program project to con-
struct a new 563-man BEQ at a cost of $3,155,000. It was
later reduced to a 396-man, $2.7 million building, which
was under construction during our review.

In the meantime, work progressed incrementally on tlie

minor construction and three repair projects. As parti-
tioning was completed on a flocr, the electrical
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improvuments and the suspended ceiling were installed.
The toilet stall door installation and carpeting were
accomplished by firms under contract.

Three other projects were added later: a $118,340
repair project to install carpeting and two maintenance
projects totaling $141,475 for interior painting. The
following additional BEQ renovation projects were sub-
mitted under Project Volunteer but had not yet been funded
at the time of our review.

Estimated
Submitted Project __ccst
May 1973 C6~73 Built-in wardrobes $ 50,000
May 1974 Cl-71 Parking lot 48,950
May 1974 R23-74 Heating system repairs 61,904
May 1974 R28-74 Lighting repair and
replacement 21,100
April 1975 R6~75 Carpeting 37,450
April 1975 C7-75 Security system 36,000

PR

Navy Instructions state that all construction con-
currently required for a real property or for two or morc
similar real property facilitias--in which one functicual
purpose is, or related functicnal purposes are, performed--
is to be treatad as one project. The instruction further
states that no project may be subdivided in order to reduce
the cost for purposes of circumventing program and approval
requirements. The planned acquisition of, or improvement
to, a real property facility through a series of projects
is also prohibited.

Miramar cleariy modernized the BEQs on «¢n incremental
basis in violation of Navy Instructions thrcagh a series
of minor construction, repair, maintenance, and self-help
projects, despite the rejection of BEQ modernization and
the direction to build a new facility.
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Summary of Construction Projects to Support

BEQ Modernization
Miramar Naval Air Station, California

Project Number Description

C8-72 (R4-72) Electrical improvements

C9-72 (R3-72) Carpeting

Cl0-72 ({(R5-72) Install toilet stall doors

Cll-72 Install suspended ceilings
Partitioning--self-help

C6-73 Built-in wardrobes

Cil-71 Parking lot

R23-74 Heating system repairs

R28-74 Lighting repair and
replacement

R6-75 Carpeting

C7-75 Security system

In:erior nainting

Carpet
Total

Incremental construction to build
a weapons storage compound

In October 1975 the Chief of Naval Operations directed

the Naval Air Station, Norfolk, to develop one m
three minor military construction projects to co
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Cost

$ 48,000
$ 46,200
$ 49,500
$ 50,000
$120,600
$ 50,000
$ 48,950
$ 61,904

$ 21,100
$ 37,450
$ 36,000
$141,475

$118,340
$828,919

ajor and
rrect



